REMARKS 

Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 9-13, 15, 16, and 19-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by United States Patent Number 6,714,952 to Dunham et al. (hereinafter Dunham). 
Claims 7 and 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dunham in 
view of Derek Gamradt, "Backup without disruption: LAN-free, server-free SAN backup avoids 
disrupting business" (hereinafter Gamradt). 

Response to rejections of claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 9-13, 15, 16, and 19-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Dunham. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Claim 1 includes the limitation "...coordinating restoration of data stored in said 
storage pool by said plurality of client systems over a plurality of sessions using a storage 
management server that constructs a master restore table comprising a plurality of data 
portions to be restored, an associated location of said plurality of data portions in said 
storage pool, and a status of whether an associated storage media for a data portion has 
been restored, wherein said master restore table is identified by an associated token and a client 
system participating in a restore gains access to said master restore table by use of said token, 
tracks said plurality of data portions of said data as restored by said plurality of client systems 
using the status, and blocks access by said client systems to each of said plurality of data 
portions that have been restored by one of said plurality of client systems in response to a 
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processed status to avoid duplicative restoration efforts, wherein the plurality of client systems 
restore data portions to a single client..." Claim 13 as amended includes similar limitations. 

Thus the present invention claims coordinating the restoration of data by a plurality of 
client systems using a restore table. The restore table includes a status of whether an associated 
storage media for a data portion is restored. The restore table blocks client systems from 
accessing restored data portions indicated by a processed status. 

The Examiner asserts that scheduled incremental restores disclosed by Dunham teach 
coordinating the restoration of data by a plurality of client systems using a restore table. Office 
Action of November 27, 2007 (hereinafter OA071 127), page 7, lines 7-12. The Examiner further 
argues that the application of metadata to restored data disclosed by Dunham teaches a restore 
table status of whether an associated storage media for a data portion is restored. OA071127, 
page 6, lines 13-19. 

Applicants respectfully disagree. Dunham does teach a scheduler that schedules I/O 
operations for a backup agent and a restore agent. Dunham, col. 5, lines 37-50; fig. 2, ref. 34, 36, 
38. However, Dunham teaches only one restore agent. Dunham, fig. 2, ref. 38. Thus there is 
coordination of the activities of multiple restore agents. 

In addition, Dunham does not disclose a restore table with the status of whether an 
associated storage media for a data portion is restored. Associating metadata to restored data 
organizes the restored data for a target file system, but does not indicate in a restore table the 
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status of whether an associated storage media for a data portion is restored. Dunham, col. 5, line 
26 - col. 6, line 34. 

The Examiner further asserts that Dunham's disclosure of determining appropriate data to 
be restored according to a system, metadata, or catalogue, and clean up and deallocation of 
restored files teaches blocking access by client systems to data portions that have been restored 
by one of said plurality of client systems in response to a processed status. OA071 127, page 7, 
lines 1-6. Applicants respectfully disagree. Dunham does not teach the duplicate restoration 
prevention mechanism of a restore table that blocks access to restored data portions by client 
systems in response to a processed status. Dunham does disclose determining a file system type, 
transferring data and metadata that conforms to the file system type, and a catalog descriptive of 
files and metadata, but not the mechanism for blocking access claimed by the present invention. 
Dunham, col. 5, lines 63-67; col. 10, lines 11-59. 

Because Dunham does not disclose each of the elements of claims 1 and 13, Applicants 
submit that claims 1 and 13 are allowable. Applicants further submit that claims 2, 3, 5, 6, 9-12, 
15, 16, and 19-24 are allowable as depending from allowable claims. 

In the interest of expediting examination, Applicants have also reviewed U.S. Patent 
7,152,078 to Yamagami (hereinafter Yamagami) with particular attention to the copy 
management table of Yamagami, and U.S. patent publication 2003/0018657 by Monday 
(hereinafter Monday) with particular attention to the backup device of Monday, but find no 



combination of teachings that disclose the limitations of claims 1 and 13. Yamagami, ref. 300a; 
Monday, page 4, f 38, fig. 1, ref. 10. 

Response to rejections of claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 7 and 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dunham in view of Gamradt. Applicants submit that claims 7 and 17 are allowable as depending 
from allowable claims. 

Conclusion 

As a result of the presented remarks, Applicants assert that the present application is in 
condition for prompt allowance. Should additional information be required regarding the 
traversal of the rejections of the claims enumerated above, Examiner is respectfully asked to 
notify Applicants of such need. If any impediments to the prompt allowance of the claims can be 
resolved by a telephone conversation, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the 
undersigned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Brian C. Kunzler/ 

Brian C. Kunzler 
Reg. No. 38,527 
Attorney for Applicant 



Date: January 28, 2008 
8 East Broadway, Suite 600 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
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